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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment filed 02 Oct. 2007. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 5-17 and 20-28 are pending in this case. Claims 1,16 and 22 are 
independent claims. 

Applicant's Response 

3. In Applicant's response dated 02 Oct. 2007, Applicant amended claims 14 and 
15; canceled claims 3, 4, 18 and 19; argued against all objections and rejection 
previously set forth in previous Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 6, 9, 10, 12, 16, 21, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stubler et al. (Patent No.: US 6,804,684, B2; Filed May 7, 2001) 
(hereinafter "Stubler") in view of LeBrun etal. (Patent No.: 6,043,819; Filed Jul. 01, 
1997) (hereinafter "LeBrun). 

In regards to independent claims 1,16 and 22, Stubler discloses method for 
generating persistent annotations of multimedia content, comprising one or more 
repetitions of the following steps: 
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actively selecting examples of multimedia content to be annotated by a user (fig. 
2, fig. 6-7, col. 3 line 46 - col. 4 line 12, col. 8 lines 18-23, and col. 9 line 65 - col. 10 
line 18; col. 11, lines 3-35; Stubler discloses unlabeled image regions being presented 
to the user so that the user can apply a caption or label to all of the regions 
simultaneously. Stubler also disclose automatically generating one or more captions or 
labels for the acquired image automatically without any user intervention.). 

accepting input annotations from said user for said selected examples (fig. 2, col. 
3 line 46 - col. 4 line 12, and col. 8 lines 18-55; Stubler discloses unlabeled image 
regions being presented to the user so that the user can apply a caption or label to all of 
the regions simultaneously.). 

propagating said input annotations to other instances of multimedia content (fig. 
2; col. 3 line 46 - col. 4 line 12; col. 8 lines 18-55; col. 2 line 59 - col. 3 line 10; Stubler 
discloses unlabeled image regions being presented to the user so that the user can 
apply a caption or label to all of the regions simultaneously.). 

ston'ng said input annotations and said propagated annotations (col. 8 lines 1 8- 

55). 

Stubler does not expressly disclose actively selecting examples of multimedia 
content to be annotated by a user, wherein the examples of multimedia content are 
selected based on at least one criterion for achieving a maximal disambiguation result 
such that only those examples which are most ambiguous are selected. 
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However LeBrun teaches actively selecting examples of multimedia content to be 
annotated by a user, wherein the examples of multimedia content are selected based 
on at least one criterion for achieving a maximal disambiguation result such that only 
those examples which are most ambiguous are selected (col. 3, lines 49-51 ; col. 10, 
lines 4-8; col. 18, lines 16-20; col. 21, lines 20-24; LeBrun teaches a database of 
graphic document images which are automatically identified (annotated) by an image 
character reader. Images not automatically identified (annotated) by the image 
character reader are queued for manual identification/classification by human operators 
looking sequentially at a screen or queue of images and keying in the identification.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Stubler with LeBrun for the benefit of speeding up the 
process of document (multimedia annotations) processing so that a higher volume of 
transactions can be processed, and reduce the number of errors which are considered 
to be inherent in a document processing (multimedia annotations) operation (col. 3, 
lines 14-23). 

In regards to dependent claims 6 and 21, Stubler discloses wherein the 
multimedia content comprises one or more types selected from the group consisting of: 
images, audio, video, graphics, text, multimedia, Web pages, time series data, 
surveillance data, sensor data, relational data, and XML data (col. 3 line 46 - col. 4 line 
12; Stubler discloses images type multimedia.). 
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In regards to dependent claim 9, Stubler discloses the method of claim 1, 
wherein the process of creating input annotations by the user involves multimodal 
interaction with the user using graphical, textual, and/or speech interface (col. 9, line 65- 
col. 10, line 18; Stubler disclose an interactive user verification stage in which the user 
may select and/or edit captions and label.). 

In regards to dependent claim 10, Stubler discloses the method of claim 1, 
wherein the input annotations are created by means of steps selected from the group 
consisting of: creating new annotations, deleting existing annotations, rejecting 
proposed annotations, and modifying annotations (col. 9, line 65-col. 10, line 18; Stubler 
disclose an interactive user verification stage in which the user may select and/or edit 
captions and label.). 

In regards to dependent claim 12, Stubler discloses the method of claim 9, 
wherein the multimodal interaction involves speech recognition, gaze detection, finger 
pointing, expression detection, and/or effective computing methods for sensing a user's 
state (col. 5, lines 59-63; col. 6, line 55-62; col. 9 line 49 - col. 10 line 18). 

Note 

6. It is noted that any citations to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the 
prior art references and any interpretation of the reference should not be considered to 
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be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon 
for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. 
See MPEP2123. 

7. Claims 2, 5, 17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stubler in view of LeBrun further in view of Lennon et al. 
(Patent No.: 6,718,063 B1; Filed Dec. 10, 1999) (hereinafter "Lennon"). 

In regards to dependent claims 2 and 17, Stubler discloses wherein the step of 
actively selecting is performed using a selection technique selected from deterministic 
(col 4 line 64 - col. 5 line 19). 

Stubler in view of LeBrun does not expressly disclose actively selecting is 
performed using a selection technique of probabilistic. 

However Lennon teaches actively selecting is performed using a selection 
technique of probabilistic (col. 3, lines 19-35; Lennon teaches using a probabilistic 
method for correctly assigning labels to regions of images.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Stubler and LeBrun with Lennon for the benefit of 
using a probabilistic method, which results in each assigned label for a region having an 
associated probability or likelihood of the label being correctly assigned (col. 3, lines 23- 
27). 
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In regards to dependent claims 5 and 20, Stubler in view of LeBrun does not 
expressly disclose wherein an optimization criterion for active selection includes one or 
more criteria selected from the group consisting of: information measures and 
confidence. 

However Lennon teaches wherein an optimization criterion for active selection 
includes one or more criteria selected from the group consisting of: information 
measures and confidence (Abstract; col. 7, lines 41-45; Lennon teaches a probability 
value expressing the confidence level of the label being correctly assigned.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Stubler and LeBrun with Lennon for the benefit of 
using a probabilistic method, which results in each assigned label for a region having an 
associated probability or likelihood of the label being correctly assigned (col. 3, lines 23- 
27). 

Note 

8. It is noted that any citations to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the 
prior art references and any interpretation of the reference should not be considered to 
be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon 
for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. 
See M PEP 2123. 
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9. Claims 7, 8, 11, and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stubler in view of LeBrun further in view of Lipson et al. 
(Patent No.: 5,963,670; Filed: Feb. 12, 1996) (hereinafter "Lipson"). 

In regards to dependent claim 7, Stubler in view of LeBrun does not expressly 
disclose the method of claim I, wherein the input annotations are created by a user with 
reference to a vocabulary. 

However Lipson teaches the method of claim I, wherein the input annotations are 
created by a user with reference to a vocabulary (col. 9, lines 23-35; Lipson teaches a 
rich vocabulary to differentiate between many classes of images.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Stubler and LeBrun with Lipson for the benefit of 
providing a class model, which can be used to detect images of that class in a database 
(col. 2, lines 39-41). 

In regards to dependent claim 8, Stubler in view of LeBrun does not expressly 
disclose the method of claim 7, wherein the vocabulary contains one or more items 
selected from the group consisting of: terms, concepts, labels, and annotations. 

However Lipson teaches the method of claim 7, wherein the vocabulary contains 
one or more items selected from the group consisting of: terms, concepts, labels, and 
annotations (col. 9, lines 23-42; Lipson teaches a rich vocabulary to differentiate 
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between many classes of images. It has been established and is commonly known that 
vocabularies typically contain terms and concepts.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Stubler and LeBrun with Lipson for the benefit of 
providing a class model, which can be used to detect images of that class in a database 
(col. 2, lines 39-41). 

In regards to dependent claim 11, Stubler in view of LeBrun does not expressly 
disclose the method of claim 7, wherein the vocabulary is adaptively or dynamically 
organized and/or limited by the system or the user. 

However Lipson teaches the method of claim 7, wherein the vocabulary is 
adaptively or dynamically organized and/or limited by the system or the user (col. 9, 
lines 23-35.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine Stubler and LeBrun with Lipson for the benefit of providing 
a class model, which can be used to detect images of that class in a database (col. 
2, lines 39-41). 

In regards to dependent claim 13, Stubler discloses the method of claim 1, 
wherein the determination of the propagation of annotations is made deterministically or 
probabilistically (col. 4 line 64 - col. 5 line 19) 
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Stubler in view of LeBrun does not expressly disclose the use of models for each 
annotation or for joint annotations. 

However Lipson teaches the use of models for each annotation or for joint 
annotations (col. 2, lines 56-59; Lipson teaches an image model for classifying or 
detecting images.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Stubler and LeBrun with Lipson for the benefit of 
providing a class model, which can be used to detect images of that class in a database 
(col. 2, lines 39-41). 

In regards to dependent claim 14, Stubler in view of LeBrun does not expressly 
disclose the method of claim 13, wherein the models are created or learned 
automatically or semi-automatically and/or are updated adaptively from interaction with 
the user. 

However Lipson teaches wherein the models are created or learned 
automatically or sem 'hautomatically and/or are updated adaptively from interaction with 
the user (col. 9, line 37-col, 10, line 22; Lipson teaches a method for generating a class 
model.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Stubler and LeBrun with Lipson for the benefit of 
providing a class model, which can be used to detect images of that class in a database 
(col. 2, lines 39-41). 
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In regards to dependent claim 15, Stubler in view of LeBrun does not expressly 
disclose the method of claim 13, wherein the models are based on nearest neighbor 
voting or variants, parametric or statistical models, expert systems, rule-based systems, 
or hybrid techniques. 

However Lipson teaches wherein the models are based on nearest neighbor 
voting or variants, parametric or statistical models, expert systems, rule-based systems, 
or hybrid techniques (col. 2, lines 56-59; col. 13, line 2-col. 14, Iine18). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Stubler and LeBrun with Lipson for the benefit of 
providing a class model, which can be used to detect images of that class in a database 
(col. 2, lines 39-41). 

Note 

10. It is noted that any citations to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the 
prior art references and any interpretation of the reference should not be considered to 
be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon 
for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. 
See MPEP 2123. 

1 1 . Claims 23, 25 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stubler and LeBrun in view of Neal et al. (Patent No.: US 
6,697,799 B1; Effective Filling Date: Sep. 10, 1999) (hereinafter "Neal"). 
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In regards to dependent claims 23, 25 and 27, Stubler in view of LeBrun does 
not expressly disclose wherein the at least one criterion includes an ambiguity level of 
the selected examples. 

However Neal teaches wherein the at least one criterion includes an ambiguity 
level of the selected examples (col. 11, lines 1-47; Neal teaches a classification 
confidence score which determines the level of confidence in which a category is likely 
to be correct during classification. If the item has a high confidence, then it can be 
classified directly. If the confidence level is low, then the results can be sent to the user 
interface for review and selection by the operator. Using the broadest reasonable 
interpretation, the Examiner has determined that the "confidence level" as taught by 
Neal is analogous with the "ambiguity level" of the current invention.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Stubler and LeBrun with Neal for the benefit of 
comparing confidence scores of items for all selected classifications and classifying the 
items based on confidence score comparison (col. 2, lines 36-42). 

Note 

12. It is noted that any citations to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the 
prior art references and any interpretation of the reference should not be considered to 
be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon 
for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. 
See MPEP 2123. 
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13. Claims 24, 26 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stubler and LeBrun in view of Neal, further in view of Toyama 
(Patent No.: US 6,816,847 B1; Filling Date: Sep. 23, 1999). 

In regards to dependent claims 24, 26 and 28, Stubler in view of LeBrun does 
not expressly disclose wherein the at least one criterion includes a confidence level of 
the selected examples, the confidence level being inversely proportional to a distance of 
a new feature of the selected examples from a separating hyperplane in an induced 
higher dimensional feature space. 

Neal teaches wherein the at least one criterion includes an ambiguity level of the 
selected examples (col. 11, lines 1-47; Neal teaches a classification confidence score 
which determines the level of confidence in which a category is likely to be correct 
during classification. If the item has a high confidence, then it can be classified directly. 
If the confidence level is low the results can be sent to the user interface for review and 
selection by the operator. Using the broadest reasonable interpretation, the Examiner 
has determined that the "confidence level" as taught by Neal is analogous with the 
"ambiguity level" of the current invention.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordfnary skill in the art to combine Stubler and LeBrun with Neal for the benefit of 
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comparing confidence scores of items for all selected classifications and classifying the 
items based on confidence score comparison (col. 2, lines 36-42). 

Toyama teaches a distance of a new feature of the selected examples from a 
separating hyperplane in an induced higher dimensional feature space (col. 5, line 47- 
col. 6, line 50; Toyama teaches a SVM classifier by identifying a hyperplane that 
separates a set of positive and negatives examples with a maximum margin. Toyama 
further teaches, the quality of the learned classifiers for aesthetic image judgment can 
be enhanced by inputting to the feature selection procedures that are useful for 
distinguishing different aesthetic among images. Using the broadest interpretation, the 
Examiner concludes at the time of the invention, one, of ordinary skill of the art could 
modify Neal's teaching with Toyama teaching of enhancing the learned qualifier in such 
a way that wherein the at least one criterion includes a confidence level of the selected 
examples, the confidence level being inversely proportional to a distance of a new 
feature of the selected examples from a separating hyperplane in an induced higher 
dimensional feature space.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Stubler, LeBrun and Neal with Toyama for the benefit 
of generating a set of images for input into a SVM classifier (col. 1, lines 57-64). 



Note 
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14. It is noted that any citations to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the 
prior art references and any interpretation of the reference should not be considered to 
be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon 
for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. 
See MPEP2123. 

Response to Arguments 

1 5. Applicant's arguments filed 02 Oct. 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Claim 1 

Applicant argues the Office Action does not provide any prior art reference 
disclosing at least one criterion for achieving a maximal disambiguation result such that 
only those examples which are most ambiguous are selected, as is required by claim 1. 
An image which cannot be identified is not equivalent to an image which is ambiguous. 
For example, an image may be unambiguous, but a system may nonetheless fail to 
automatically identify the image because it was not programmed to identify that 
particular image. Thus, whether an image was automatically identified cannot be 
equivalent to a criterion for achieving a maximal disambiguation result such that only 
those examples which are most ambiguous are selected. Therefore, routing images 
which cannot be automatically identified to a human being cannot be equivalent to 
actively selecting examples of multimedia content to be annotated by a user, wherein 
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the examples of multimedia content are selected based on at least one criterion for 
achieving a maximal disambiguation result such that only those examples which are 
most ambiguous are selected (Remarks, pages 7-8). 

The Examiner disagrees. 

Applicant discloses at least one criterion for achieving a maximal disambiguation 
result as "the user annotating examples which the system selects as most ambiguous 
(0028)". The American Heritage College dictionary defines ambiguous as "open to one 
or more interpretation; doubtful or uncertain". LeBrun teaches a database of graphic 
document images which are automatically identified (annotated) by an image character 
reader. Images not automatically identified (annotated) by the image character reader 
are queued for manual identification/classification by human operators looking 
sequentially at a screen or queue of images and keying in the identification (col. 18, 
lines 16-20). The current invention discloses the user annotating examples which the 
system cannot identify, thus determining the examples as "most ambiguous. LeBrun 
teaches the user annotating examples which the system cannot identify. The Examiner 
concludes it is obvious that the current invention, as well as LeBrun, identify 
examples/images in which there is a level of doubtfulness or uncertainty, determining a 
measure of ambiguity. Applicant's argues that an image which cannot be identified, is 
not equivalent to an image which is ambiguous. For example, an image may be 
unambiguous, but a system may nonetheless fail to automatically identify the image 
because it was not programmed to identify that particular image. The Examiner 
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disagrees with Applicant rationale in that, using Applicant's example, if a system is not 
programmed to identify a particular image, then once the system is presented with that 
particular image, the system would have no way of interpreting/identifying what is being 
presented to it, thus the image would indeed be ambiguous based on what the system 
is program to identify. Based on Applicant established criterion for achieving a maximal 
disambiguation along with The American Heritage College dictionary definition of the 
term ambiguous, the Examiner conclude LeBrun's annotation of the routed images, 
which cannot be automatically identified by the system, to a human being for 
annotation/labeling is indeed disclosing actively selecting examples of multimedia 
content to be annotated by a user, wherein the examples of multimedia content are 
selected based on at least one criterion for achieving a maximal disambiguation result 
such that only those examples which are most ambiguous are selected, as is required 
by claim 1. 



Applicant further argues Stubler and LeBrun are directed to such radically 
different purposes and it is apparent that the only suggestion for combining Stubler and 
LeBrun in the manner advanced by the Examiner stems from hindsight knowledge 
impermissibly derived from the Applicant's disclosure (Remarks, page 12). 

The Examiner disagrees. 

In response to applicants argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
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any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

Furthermore, the Examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established 
by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed 
invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either 
in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In 
re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Stubler and 
LeBrun are analogous art with the current invention in that the prior art, disclose 
identifying and labeling captured images/examples as does the current invention, thus 
establishing a motivation to consider combining or modifying the teaching of the prior art 
to produce the claimed invention. 

Claims 2 and 5-15 

Claims 2 and 5-14 are dependent on and further limit claim 1 , and therefore 
remains rejected based on their dependency to claim 1 . 

Claim 15 
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Applicant argues that claim 15 does not recite the subject matter alleged 
by the Examiner For at least this reason, and the reasons given for claim 1, claim 15 
is believed allowable (Remarks, p. 1 3). 

The Examiner disagrees. 

Even though the Examiner inadvertently recited the incorrect subject matter for 
this claim, the Examiner correctly cited the location within the prior art which 
teach/suggest the correct subject matter. Lipson teaches a subgroup of images, in 
which a relative spatial relationship between image regions can be defined (col. 2, lines 
56-59; col. 13, line 2 -col. 14, line 18). Lipson also teaches the models could be encoded 
to represent positional information, in which one object is a predetermined distance 
away from another that can be applied to new images (col. 16, lines 11-15). Lipson also 
teach information to specify the relative relationship within an image or class of images 
may be supplied from a user who has studied one or more images or who has personal 
knowledge of relevant relative relationships for a given class of images (col. 8, lines 53- 
60). Using the broadest reasonable interpretation, the Examiners conclude that Lipson 
teaches/suggests a model based on the nearest neighbor voting and expert systems. 
The Examiner thanks the Applicant for pointing out this typographical error. 

Claim 16 

Claim 16 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1, and therefore remains 
rejected based on the same rationale as claim 1. 

Claims 17 and 20-21 
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Claims 17 and 20-21 are dependent on and further limit claim 16. Claims 2 and 
5-14 are dependent on and further limit claim 1 , and therefore remains rejected based 
on their dependency to claim 16. 

Claim 22 

Claim 22 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1 , and therefore remains 
rejected based on the same rationale as claim 1 . 

Claim 23 

Claims 23 is dependent on and further limit claim 1, and therefore remains 
rejected based on their dependency to claim 1 . 

Claim 24 

Applicant argues that Toyama fails to teach or suggest that the aesthetic score is 
calculated based on inverse proportionality. Toyama fails to teach or suggest that the 
aesthetic score is calculated based on inverse proportionality. The Examiner has not 
explained, and it is not apparent, why the aesthetic score disclosed by Toyama is 
inherently inversely proportional to a distance of a new feature of the selected examples 
from a separating hyperplane in an induced higher dimensional feature space. 

Applicant further argues it would not be obvious to amend the classification 
score disclosed by Neal with the Support Vector Machine (SVM) classifier disclosed by 
Toyama. In this light, it is apparent that the only suggestion for combining Stubler, 
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LeBrun, Neal and Toyama in the manner advanced by the Examiner stems from 
hindsight knowledge impermissibly derived from the Applicant's disclosure. 

The Examiner disagrees; 

First of all, the Examiner made no mention of the aesthetic score disclosed by 
Toyama is inherently inversely proportional to a distance of a new feature. The 
Examiner rejection shows obviousness as to why one of ordinary skill in the art would 
combine the cited prior art. 

Further, in response to applicant's argument, a recitation of the intended use of 
the claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the claimed 
invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from 
the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the intended use, then it 
meets the claim. The current invention discloses the used of a SVM (Support Vector 
Machine) classifier for classifying examples in which the confidence in classification is 
taken to be inversely proportional to the distance of the new feature of the selected 
examples from a separating hyperplane in an induced higher dimensional feature space 
(0072). Toyama also discloses a SVM classifier for determining the aesthetic score 
(confidence level) for the image (col. 7, lines 7-19). Thus the Examiner concludes the 
SVM as disclosed by Toyama would be capable of performing the intended use as 
described in the claimed invention, then it meets the claim. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
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any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

Claim 25 

Claim 25 is dependent on and further limit claim 16, and therefore remains 
rejected based on their dependency to claim 16. 

Claims 26 and 28 

Claims 26 and 28 are rejected under the same rationale as claim 24, therefore 
Claims 26 and 28 remains rejected based on the same rationale as claim 24. 

Claim 27 

Claim 27 is dependent on and further limit claim 22, and therefore remains 
rejected based on their dependency to claim 22. 
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Conclusion 

1 6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James J. Debrow whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5768. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doug Hutton can be reached on 571-272-4137. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

JAMES DEBROW 
EXAMINER 
ART UNIT 2176 



